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During the closing decades of the twentieth century, the process of gradual
demographic transformation that had begun on the eve of World War 11
gained extraordinary momentum. At the end of the war, the population of
the United States was largely of white European origin. By the year 2000,
more than a quarter of the U.S. population was composed of members of
ethnically marked minorities, including African Americans, Latinos, and
Asian Americans, and the future augurs even more startling chzmgcs.l Ina
widely cited report, scientists at the U.S. Bureau of the Census concluded
that by the year 2050, some o percent of the U.S. population would
be members of cthnic minorities—making the term minority somewhat
anachromstic (Fig. I-1). This and other census projections are somewhat
uncertain. After all, the terms Latino and Astan American did not even exist
fifty years ago; who is to say the terms as they are now used will have cui-
rency fiftv vears from now? These data nevertheless suggest an unequivocal
social fact: the United States is now in the midst of unprecedented change.”

This increasingly obvious demographic reality makes it evident that the
United States is becoming a country that is no longer largely white and
of European origin (U.S. Census Bureau 19qgg). Indeed, the future ot the
United States will be in no small measure linked to the fortunes of a
heterogenecous blend of relatively recent arrivals from Asia, from the
Caribbean, from other parts of the world, and above all from Latin America.

At the dawn of the new century, the more than g5 million Latinos in the
United States make up roughly 12.5 percent of the total population. It is esti-
mated that in just two generations, the United States will have the second
largest number of Latinos in the world—after Mexico. More Latinos than
African Americans are currently attending U.S. schools. Indeed, Latinos may
already have surpassed African Americans as the nation's largest minority
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Figure L1, Resident Population Estimates ol the ULS. by Race and Hispanic
Origin: LS. Census Burcau, October 2000.

group. The VLS, Census Burcau claims that by the year 2o50, a full quarter
of the ULS. population will be of Latino origin; that is, nearly 100 million
people will be able to trace their ancestry to the Spanish-speaking, Latin
American, and Caribbean worlds.

This book brings together some of the feading minds in the scholarly
study ol the Latino population of the United States. Because of the extraor-
dinary dimensions and recentness of the phenomenon under considera-
tion—from 199o to 2ooo the Latino population grew by 58 percent—this
effort can serve only as an initial and somewhat tentative exploration. By
necessity, we must ask many more questions than we can possibly answer
with anv degree of certainty. We must heed Francis Bacon’s “double use”
of doubt.

Three general principles guided the making of this book. First, we
define Latino studies broadly as the scholarly study of the Latino popula-
tion of the United States and its transnatonal links to the Caribbean and
Latin American worlds. It is an emerging ficld that must tolerate—indeed
thrive—on ambiguities. We envision the field of Latino studies as a big tent
covering a broad range of social science and humanistic scholarship. Thus
the contributors to this volume include scholars who feel at home doing
positivistic social science with large data sets as well as scholars in cultural
studies who focus on post-modern theory and literary criticism.

Second, the book performs and telecasts a call for interdisciplinary work
as a matter of necessity. Interdisciplinary work can succeed when it slows
down—or, better yet, altogether stops—"the taken-for-granted practices
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that can burcaucratize disciplinary work. Interdisciplinary work imposes
certain mutial calibrations of theoretical models, methodological strate-
gies, and analytic perspectives. By defiition mterdisciplinary work subverts
the reductionistic impulses common o many disciplinary enterprises”
{Suarcz-Orozeo and Robben 2000, p. g). Although cach discipline must. of
course, cultivate 18 own garden, periodic disciplinary crossings can open
fertile new terrains. Something unique can happen when a psychoanalyst
and a political scientist come together and are encouraged to develop and
sustain a scholarly conversation. This volume brings together an unprece-
dented assembly of anthropologists, cducation scholars, health and med-
ical scientists, historians, “aguists, political scientists, psychoanalysts and
psychologists, sociolinguists, and sociologists who sharve a scholarly interest
in the Latino populaton of the United States.

Third, the book is comparative in nature. It examines the varieties of
the Latino experience by considering all the major subgroups that make
up the Latino population of the United States—Mexican. Puerto Rican,
Cuban, Central and South American, and Dominican. We examine Latinos
in context: the Florida experience (Stepick and Stepick, this volume) dif-
fers from that of New York (Smith, this voluime), and both differ from Cali-
fornia (Vigil; Gandara, this volume) and Texas (Chapa, this volume).

The Latno population of the United States 1s a highly heterogencous
population that defies casy generalizations. As Stepick and Stepick, Torves-
Saillant, and others in this volume suggest, the tived and facile “Latinos-
arc-a-big-familv™ glosses over the contradictions, (ensions, and fissures—
around class, race, and color—that often separate them. Indeed. most of
the authors in this book would reject any essentializing—that is, any attempt
to discuss all Latinos as one scamless whole. Bluntly, what does an English-
speaking third-generation uppersstatus white Cuban American in Florida
have in common with a Mava-spcaking recent innmigrant from Guatemalar
What, precisely, warrants collapsing their distinet histories, current socio-
cultural predicaments, and probable destinmes under the same rubricz To
complicate matters further, as Jorge Dominguez suggests (this volume),
Latinos are not from the other side of the moon: in some important
respects they are not parcticularly distinguishable from other Americans.
How, then, are we to proceed? Cautiously.

In this book we have opted for the broadest, most inclusive, and most
generous definition of Latinos: that segment of the ULS. population that
traces its descent to the Spanish-speaking, Caribbean, and Latin American
worlds. The term Latino is a new and ambiguous invention. Tt is a cultural
category that has no precise racial signification. Indeed, Latinos are white,
black, indigenous, and every possible combination thereof. Yet, as a num-
ber of authors in this book discuss, upon entering the United States, Lati-
nos undergo a rapid regime of racialization.
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The term Latino also lacks the specificity regarding national origin that
terms such as frish American and Italion American convey. Latinos come from
over a dozen countries as varied as Mexico, Colombia, and the Dominican
Republic (Fig. I-2). They also include Puerto Ricans, who may move frecly
between the island and the mainland as U.S, citizens. Nor does the term
Latino evoke any particular period in U.S. history. Latinos are among the
“oldest” Americans—the ancestors of some settled in the Southwest and
spoke Spanish, making it their home well betore there was a United States.
They did not come to the United States; the United States came to them.
Latinos are also among the “newest” Americans, for two-thirds of all Lati-
nos in the United States are either immigrants or the children of immi-
grants. Because the vast majority of Latinos in the United States come {rom
[.atin America—the number of Latinos from Central and South America
grew by over 100 percent between 19go and 2000 (U.S. Census Burcau
2001b)—we chose the term Latino over Hispanic-—a term that emphasizes
the population’s ink with “Hispania,” or Spain.

[.atinos have varied histories, cultural sensibilities, and current social
predicaments. The vectors of race and color, gender, socioeconomic status,
language, immigrant status, and mode of incorporation into the United
States shape their experiences. Latinos are a work in progress; they are a
people in the process of becoming as they settle, in unprecedented num-
bers, in the United States. The very term Latino has meaning only in refer-
ence to the ULS. experience. Qutside the United States, we don’t speak of
Latinos; we speak of Mexicans, Cubans, Puerto Ricans, and so forth. Lati-
nos are made i the USAL

Given this heterogeneity, this ambiguity, and these internal fissures, what
arguments can be advanced for a Latino panethnic construct? Are Latinos
in the United States poised to achieve Bolivar’s dream of unity that for cen-
turies escaped their brothers and sisters in Latin America? Or will each
Latino subgroup follow its own path-—Cubans in one direction, Mexicans
in another, and Dominicans in another stll? Is it not wiser, empirically
sounder, and more promising to keep our gaze on individual groups such
as Cuban Americans, Mexican Americans, Dominican Americans, and so
forthr Yes and no.

Systematic scholarly work at the subgroup level has generated important
empirical data and theoretical insight. The work by sociologist Alejandro
Portes and anthropologist Alex Stepick is a case in point (Portes and
Stepick 1994). By focusing on the somewhat unique features of the Cuban
ethnic enclave in Florida, they have broadened considerably our theoreti-
cal understanding of the dynamics of immigrant insertion into the U.S.
cconomy and society (Stepick and Stepick, this volume). Indeed, to date
the vast majority of the scholarship on Latinos has tended to focus on indi-
vidual subgroups.” It is now time to extend the conversation.
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Figure L2. Latinos, by Type of Origin: Current Population Survey, 2000.

The case for broader scholarly analysis at the panethnic level can be
made along at least three general principles: one based on politics, onc
based on theoretical considerations, and one based on sociohistorical
themes. At the political level, the panethnic construct has emerged as sig-
nificant. Latinos are entering the United States in large numbers at a time
when the nation’s ethos is dominated by a “culture of multiculturalism”
(Suarez-Orozco and Sudrez-Orozco 20o1; Glazer 1997). The social prac-
tices and cultural models that we have come to call mulaculturalism shape
the experiences, perceptions, and behavioral repertoires of immigrant and
native-born Latinos in ways not seen in previous eras of large-scale immi-
gration. A hundred years ago, there certainly was no culture of multicultur-
alism celebrating—however superficially and ambivalently—ethnicity and
communities of origin.' “Passing” was the name of the game. In the words
ot Berkeley cultural psychologist George De Vos, we have all noticed now
the “passing of passing” (De Vos 1¢492).

Latinos today are players in social spaces where racial and ethnic cate-
gories have high-stakes political and economic implications. The largest
wave of immigration in U.S. history—the wave responsible for the current
Latino-ization of the country—took place after the great struggles of the
civil rights movement.

One reason why racial and ethnic categories are relevant 1s that they
have become critical tools in the workings of the state apparatus. Nation-
states use these categories for varjous purposes, such as census enumera-
tion, taxation, and apportionment for political representation. Racial and
ethnic categories as generated by state policy are relevant to a variety of
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civic and political matters, including civil rights, alfirmative action, and
cqual opportunity; furthermore, such categories are appropriated and
used by various groups for their own emotional and strategic needs.”
Because all major federal agencies have chosen o employ the broader
pancthnic term and hecause of a powerful bureaucratic and market-driven
impulse to standardize and bomogenize (Torres-Saillant, this volume), 1t
is abundantly clear that in the context of the workings of the state appara-
s, the subgroup labels are generally quite secondary to the panethnic
construct.”

Another argument for scholarly reflection at the pancthnic fevel can be
articulated from the standpoint of theoretical considerations rather than
politics. Work at the broader panethnic level can generate more robust
conceptual understandings than work at the subgroup level. Our under-
standing of transnationalisin might be a case i point.

Caribbean Latinos, especially mainland Puerto Ricans and immigrant
Dominicans, have been depicted as paradigmatic examples of groups
engaged in deep transnationalism, an analytic concept thatis often used to
refer to economic, political, and cultural strategies articulated by diasporic
peoples across national spaces (Basch, Schiller, and Blanc 19g5; Smith and
Guarnizo 1g8). Significant numbers of Pucrto Ricans and Dominicans
are said to lead dual lives—engaging in double consciousness, cultivating
dual lovalties, living serially between their islands and the mainland.
Recent stadies, for example, suggest that Domimican immigrants have
developed political, economie, and cultural adaptations that involve high
levels of mansnationalisin. Thev remit large sums of money to their home-
land, they remain substanually engaged in political processes there, and
they return periodically with their children to nourish soctal and cultural
tes i their istand home (Levitt 1997, Guarnizo 19g4; Pessar 1995).
Rescarch on mainland Puerto Ricans suggests a slightly different version of
this general tansnavonal dynamic. Although they are less likely than
Dominicans to send dollars to the island,” mainland Puerto Ricans remain
socially, culturally, and at times politically involved in island affairs (Torre,
Vecchini, and Burgo 1gg4).

It seems clear that our theovetical understanding of transnationalism
might benetit from placing what the Caribbean pattern suggests in the con-
text of a larger Latino framework. H we examine the Caribbean experience
against the backdrop of, tor example, the Mexican experience, a more sub-
e understanding of transnationalism is likely to emerge.

Mexican immigration to the United States has over the last two decades
undergone a protound transformation. Historically, U.S. immigration poli-
cies, market forces, and the social practices of Mexican immigrants did not
cncourage their Jong-term integration into American society (Suarez-Orozco
1998). A sojourner pattern of largely male-initiated circular migration,
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characterized by efforts to earn dollars during a specific season, dominated
the Mexican experience for decades into the 1980s (Durand 1448). After
concluding their seasonal work, large numbers of Mexicans returned south
of the border, eventually to resume the cyele the following year In that con-
text, Mexican immigrants engaged in dual lives, displaving the Kinds of
proto-transhational behaviors now more fully developed among Caribbean
Latinos. Like Puerto Ricans and Dominicans today, the Mexican mmmi-
grants of vesterday lived both “here” and “there.”

Yet data on various aspects of Mexican iminigration suggest the intensiti-
cation, over the last two decades, of a trend toward permanent settlement
in the United States. Wayne Cornelius (1gg8) has argued that Mexican
immigrants are rapidly moving away {rom transnational strategics. For
example, over time and across generations, Mexicans tend to remit less
money, become less involved in Mexican politics, and visit there less often
(Cornelius 19g8). Will Dominicans, over time and across gencrations, fol-
low the Mexican pattern? Or will they adopt the Puerto Rican version of
transnationalism, which by some indicators has intensified rather than
decrcased over time (Bonilla 198¢g)» The answer is uncertain, butits impli-
cations for our theoretical understandings are significant.

In the context of the broader Latino framework, transnationalism tarns
out to be a more complex set of social adaptations, which scems to take dit-
ferent forms and serve different purposes. Furthermore, it becomes increas-
inglv obvious that transnational adaptations need to be systematically exam-
ined over time and across generations. This implies the value of a rescarch
agenda that would examine the varieties of transnationalism across sites,
social groups, and generations 1o track longitudinal as well as transgencra-
tional continuities and discontinuitces in behaviors and adaptations.

There ave other arguments for choosing a panethnic level of analysis. In
striking contrast to the other major new immigrant group, Asians, most
Latinos share a common language, Spanish.” Not all Latinos are Spanish
speakers, but the Spanish language has become ubiquitous. On Wednes-
day, September 14, 2ooo, CBS aired to a national audience of over 7.4 mil-
lion viewers several Spanish-language commercials—with English subti-
tes—during a prime-time show, the Latin Grammy Awards. In May 2001,
President George W. Bush made history when he delivered his weekly radio

address to the nation in Spanish
shrewd strategy to court Latino support and condemned by others as
encouraging linguistic and ethnic divisions. The president was surcly aware

a move that was applauded by some as a

that Spanish is now the nation’s second language, spoken by nearly 2o mil-
lion people. More important, it is itself a world language shared by over
26, million people. Thus although Latinos, like other groups, are divided
by factors such as race and color, class, and national origin, the Spanish lan-
guage generates a powerful gravitational field bringing them together.
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Studies of language mamtenance and shift suggest that Latinos, more
than any other ethnic group, tend to remain loval to their native lan-
guage, with Mexicans being the most comumitted Spanish speakers (Portes
and Rumbaut 1¢4go). Even third-generation bilingualism is relatively
higher among Latinos than among other ethnic groups (Portes and Rum-
baut 1940).

Indeed, Latino families are distinct in their extensive use of Spanish at
home. Recent data show that in their homes, about 84 percent of immi-
grant Latino youth use their native language primarily or exclusively; the
comparable figure for immigrant Asians is 68 percent. Among native-born
Latino youths of foreign-born parents, 58 percent still speak primarily
Spanish at home; the figure is about 44 percent for native-born Asians
with immigrant parents. Some 59 percent of Latino native-born youths of
native-born parents report speaking only English at home, whereas 82 per-
cent of their Asian counterparts do so. These patterns suggest that Latino
families are more likely to retain their native language than other groups,
such as Asians (Kao 1999).

Language is intrinsically involved in the processes of education, includ-
ing literacy development, and identity formation (Darder, Torres, and
Gutierrez 19g7). Within the last two decades, language in education has
become a subject of heated debate among government officials, policy
makers, educators, parents, and concerned citizens. Most recently bilingual
education—ever controversial in the United States—has been under a
microscope as new initiatives for English-only instruction have been pro-
poscd throughout the nation (Gandara; Moll and Ruiz, this volume).
Indeed, language is at the core of the Latino educational experience in this
country, but as many of the authors in this volune point out, discussion of
cducating Latino vouths should not be reduced to issues of language
alone. It requires a tull understanding of the social, political, cultural, and
racial context in which language is embedded (Zentella; Moll and Ruiz,
this volume).

Like Latinos themselves, the language of Latinos in the United States
presents a complicated picture. There are many dialects, intonations, and
varieties of Spanish, “Spanglish,” and English. For many Latinos Spanish is
a lingua franca, but specific words, folk sayings, and accents often produce
different meanings and values within the different Latino communities.
Language varieties act as a way of signifying subethnic identifications and
marking subgroup identities (Zentella, this volume). Language is also
implicated in the social construction and conditions that shape class, racial,
gender, and sexual identities. Thus the Spanish language in all its varieties
plays a central role in the construction and transtormation of the Latino
community in the United States. Will Spanish follow the path of previous
immigrant languages such as German, Italian, and Japanese and be asphyx-
iated in the United States? (Lieberson, Dalto, and Johnston 19%75). Or will
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it be the exception to the ruler Will the sheer force of Latino demo-
graphics—the fact that there is now a highly elaborate social infrastructure
to support the Spanish language, the availability of new information tech-
nologies, and the C(mtimling flows of Latin American immigr;lri()n—pn)—
vide the oxygen needed for Spanish to flourish in the United States? If
Spanish does endure here, will its persistence be an asset or a hindrance for
Latinos? Will globalization give an edge to Latino bilinguals? These broad
questions set the stage for the theoretical and empirical work discussed in
various chapters in this book (Pearson; Zentella; Gandara; Carlo and Snow,
this volume).

Language is only one of the cultaral building blocks crucial to any
understanding of Latino identities. Latinos also tend to share cultural mod-
els, social practices, and religious sensibilities that shape and give meaning
to their lives. Peggy Levitt (this volume) examines how Latino immigrants
are transforming the nature of organized religion in the United States.
They are now the largest ethnic group in the Catholic Church, making up
over two-thirds of all Catholics in Florida, Texas, and New Mexico. She
explores how their involvement in religion in turn shapes their social and
political incorporation into the United States. Related to their Catholic
affiliation is the 1mportance of fictive kinship patterns (compadrazgo and
comadrazgo—godparenthood) in structuring social relations among Latinos.

SOCIOHISTORICAL TITEMES

The most robust case for the analytic use of the panethnic Latino construct
emerges trom various shared sociohistorical processes that are at the heart
of the Latino experience in the United States (see Sanchez, this volume).
This book identifies three such themes: the experience of immigration; the
changing nature of U.S. relations with Latin America; and the processes of
racialization as Latinos enter, and complicate, the powertful “black-white”
binary logic that has driven U.S. racial relations. In the words of Silvio Tor-
res-Saillant (this volume), “We share the experience of being uprooted by
large socioeconomic forces from our original homelands. We come from
socteties with a history of unequal association with the United States, a
country that has influenced and sometimes even dictated political behavior
in Latin America.”

Immagration
The Latino experience in the United States has been profoundly shaped by
immigration (Cornelius; Hondagneu-Sotelo; Falicov, this volume). The vast
majority of Latinos are either immigrants or the children of immigrants. In
1980 there were roughly 14 million Latinos in the United States (Delgado
and Stefancic 1998, p. xvii). Twenty years later, there were over g, million,
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most ol them new imumigrants. Largesscale immigration from Mexico,
Central and South America, and the Caribbean has been the backbone
of what U.S. scholars of immigration now call “the new immigraton”
(Sudrez-Orozeo and Suavez-Orozco zooti; Edmonston and Passel 199.4;
Hing 1993).

According to Suiarez-Orozco (199q), three distinct social formations lie
at the heart of an emerging Inter-American Iimmigration Systemn (I1S): (1)
more or less uninterrupted flow of large=scale legal (as well as undocu-
mented) mmigration from Mexico, which rapidly mtensified after 1980
and is suuctured by powertul cconomic forces and sociocultural practices
that seem unaflected by unilateral policy initiatives; (2) more time-limited
“waves” (as opposed to uninterrupted “flows”) of large-scale immigration
from Central and South America—Dby the early 1980s, El Salvador and
Guatemala replaced Cuba as the largest source of asylum seckers arriving
from the Spanish-speaking world; and (g) a Caribbean pattern of mtense
circular migration typificd by the Puerto Rican and Dominican experi-
cnces in New York, where Dominicans are now the largest immigrant group.

By the 1ggos, there were more legal immigrants from Mexico alone
than from all of Europe combined. By the end of the twentieth century,
well over seven mitlion Mexican immigrants resided in the United States
(Gonzalez Baker et al. 1998). More than onc-fourth of all Mexican immi-
grants to the United States arrived in the first halt of the 1ggos (Binational
Study on Migration 19¢7, p. it). Mexican mnmigrants constitute nearly half
of the total Mexican origin population of the United States.

The history of Mexican immigration makes it quite distinet from other
immigration to the United States: Most remarkable 1s the “immigration”
that occurred when Mexico lost roughly half of its northern territory to the
United States. Consider also the joint U.S.-Mexican border, the critical
mass of Mexican citizens and Mexican Americans now residing on the U.S.
side of “the ine,” and their heavy concentration in a handful of states. The
farge number of undocumented Mexican immigrants (it is estimated that
nearly 4o percent of illegal immigrants in the U.S. today are Mexicans) also
sets them apart from other immigrant groups—although perhaps not from
the experiences of Central Americans.

By the carly 1g30s, the intensification of cold-war tensions in Central
America and increased direct US. involvement in the conflict generated
unprecedented population displacements and new migratory flows. Dur-
ing the 1960s, and again briefly in 1980,” Cubans had dominated the Latin
American refugee experience in the United States, but the 1980s were
characterized by large-scale emigration from war-torn areas in El Salvador,
Guatemala, and Nicaragua. By the year 2000, some 1.7 million Central
Americans made the United States their home (U.S. Census Burcau 2001b,
3). By one account “one in every six Salvadoreans now lives in the United




















































































